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Comment No. 1 
 
 The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of 
NEPA, the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code 
of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review.. 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment Nos. 2, 3, and 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comments 1, 2, and 3, respectively, in the previous 
submittal from Jonathan Green. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding the alternatives 
evaluated in the EIS.  
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS (see the response to the Border Power Plant Working Group, Comment 
2). 
 
This EIS evaluates the proposed project’s potential environmental impacts, 
which under CEQ NEPA-implementing regulations encompass the natural 
and physical environment, as well as the relationship of people with that 
environment (40 CFR Part 1508.1). NEPA’s definition of environmental 
impacts does not require a cost-benefit analysis, and thus, such analysis for 
the entire project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built.   
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Comment No. 6 (continued) 
 
The passage of NAFTA established the benefits of strengthening and 
enhancing the electricity trade with Canada and Mexico. 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
 
Comment No. 7 
 
The alternatives suggested by the commentor do not meet TEP’s proposal 
(see response to Comment 1 above). TEP’s purpose and need for the  
proposed project, as provided to DOE in TEP’s Presidential Permit 
Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 345 kV, alternating current  
transmission line to interconnect the existing electrical systems of TEP and 
Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, Arizona, with a further 
interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona to the CFE transmission 
system….”  
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Comment No. 7 (continued)  
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 8 
 
A portion of each of the action alternatives follows or crosses an existing 
natural gas pipeline (see Table 2.3-1, Summary Comparison of Potential 
Environmental Effects of Alternatives) that is within a utility corridor and 
has some access roads and other associated ground disturbance. Building a 
line adjacent to the existing transmission line in the I-19 corridor was 
considered but eliminated from further analysis in the EIS (see Section 2.1.5 
of the Final EIS).  
 
Comment No. 9 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 4.2.1, Visual Resources, has been revised in the Final EIS to clarify 
that the Western Corridor would be highly visible from higher elevations on 
trails leading to Castle Rock (in addition to trails leading to Atascosa 
Lookout, as stated in the Draft EIS). The photo simulations in Section 4.2 
are included to portray the range of visual impacts of the proposed project, 
from wide-open to partially blocked views at a range of distances, covering 
the most likely viewing areas. The photo simulations are augmented by 
descriptions of the vegetation and land use; Scenic Integrity values; and 
maps of visibility and various visual attributes, to support analysis of visual 
impacts, including impacts on scenic integrity. Mapping of project visibility 
was performed from major roadways because these areas would have the 
highest concentration of viewers.  
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 describe existing recreational resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, such as potential impacts to hiking in 
the Coronado National Forest.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Any authorization issued to implement the proposed project on the 
Coronado National Forest would contain terms and conditions to ensure 
road barrier effectiveness and maintenance, as appropriate. Sections 3.12 
and 4.12 describe the existing transportation system in the area, including 
the prevalence of wildcat roads, and evaluate potential impacts from the 
proposed project. Section 4.3.2 states that the long-term reductions in 
biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to construction 
traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed 
project area where biological communities recover very slowly from 
disturbances.   
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 present analyses of affected environment and potential 
impacts to bird populations in the proposed transmission corridors, 
including analyses of potential impacts to migratory birds (see Sections 
3.3.4 and 4.3.4). 
 
The Federal agencies acknowledge that grassland habitat in southern 
Arizona is important to species such as Baird's sparrow.  Furthermore, the 
agencies acknowledge that impacts to this habitat type may impact 
individuals of several grassland species protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA), including Baird's sparrow. Baird's sparrow is not listed 
under the ESA, as threatened or endangered. A draft preliminary analysis of 
impacts to birds protected under the MBTA was prepared in support of the 
Draft EIS. This report was subsequently revised to incorporate comments 
from USFS made in January 2004 and include more species such as Baird's 
sparrow. The revised report is summarized in Section 4.3.4, Migratory 
Birds and Raptors, of the Final EIS and is incorporated by reference. The 
revised report discusses the impact of bird populations that use migratory 
flight corridors in the area and resident birds protected under the MBTA.  
This report also discusses impacts to the major vegetation types, including 
Semidesert Grassland, as they pertain to species protected under the MBTA.  
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
The revised analysis of impacts to birds protected under the MBTA will be 
submitted to the USFWS, which has the primary responsibility for 
administrating the MBTA and its amendments, and subsequent acts. The 
USFWS will determine if the conservation measures proposed in the 
analysis are sufficient to mitigate impacts to birds protected under the 
MBTA.  The USFWS may recommend additional conservation measures if 
it is determined the impacts would adversely affect populations so that 
formal listing under the ESA would be required. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Section 1.6.6 of the Final EIS states that each Federal agency will make and 
explain its decision in its respective ROD. Each Federal agency is 
responding to TEP’s proposed project as described in Section 1.2.2, Federal 
Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements. 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and analyze potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to indicators such as remoteness 
and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are not compatible 
with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the Western and 
Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest. Section 4.1.2.4 
(ROS Impacts Summary for Western, Central, and Crossover Corridors) in 
the Final EIS includes revised text from USFS, concluding that the 
proposed transmission line is out of character with recreation settings in the 
area, but that when considering the overall impact of the proposed 
transmission line on each area it crosses, it alone would not change ROS 
settings (that is, the proposed project would not result in the re-
classification of areas by USFS in terms of the recreational experience each 
area provides). 
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Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources, including 
impacts to threatened and endangered species. The Federal agencies are 
currently conducting consultation with USFWS under ESA Section 7(a)(2), 
as described in Section 4.3.3, Special Interest Species. The Federal agencies 
are not allowed to authorize any actions that would jeopardize the continued 
existence of any threatened or endangered species listed under the ESA as 
amended. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the affected environment and analyze the potential 
environmental impacts from the proposed project, including potential 
impacts to cultural resources (see Sections 3.4 and 4.4).   
 
Because consumer electricity rates are overseen by the ACC, it would be 
speculative in nature for DOE or the cooperating agencies to analyze 
potential impacts to consumers’ electricity rates as a result of the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The commentor’s suggestion of building a line adjacent to the existing 
transmission line in the I-19 corridor was considered but eliminated from 
further analysis in the EIS (see Section 2.1.5 of the Final EIS). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s support for the proposed project 
because of increasing power needs as more people move into the area. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and analyze potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to indicators such as remoteness 
and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are inconsistent 
with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the Western and 
Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources, including 
potential impacts to endangered, threatened and special status species. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use and 
analyze the potential impacts to land use from the proposed project. 
 
The potential impacts to Chiricahua leopard frog are addressed in Section 
4.3.3, Special Interest Species. Section 4.3.2 states that the long-term 
reductions in biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to 
construction traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the 
proposed project area where biological communities recover very slowly 
from disturbances. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
The affected environment of the Western and Crossover Corridors is 
described in Chapter 3, and the potential environmental impacts (including 
socioeconomic impacts) from these alternatives are fully evaluated in 
Chapter 4. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 4 above regarding scarring of the area.  
 
Comment No. 7 
 
The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of itself does 
not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.  Road density 
limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National Forest as a 
whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National 
Forest.  TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing road for every 1.0 mi 
(1.6 km) of proposed road to be used in the operation or long-term 
maintenance of the proposed project, such that road density on the 
Coronado National Forest would not be affected. Any authorization issued 
to implement the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest would 
contain terms and conditions to ensure road barrier effectiveness and 
maintenance, as appropriate. Based on these terms and conditions, the 
proposed project would not violate the Forest Plan. 
 
Comment No. 8 
 
The area of disturbance on the Coronado National Forest varies for each 
corridor (see Table 4.12-1, Temporary and Permanent Area Disturbed on 
the Coronado National Forest by the Proposed Project). 
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Section 3.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment of the Pajarita 
Wilderness, which encompasses the Goodding Research Natural Area and 
the segment of Sycamore Canyon that is potentially eligible for designation 
as a Wild and Scenic River. The structure locations, construction areas, and 
proposed access roads for all three corridors would not enter into the 
Pajarita Wilderness. Potential impacts to these resources are addressed in 
the resource sections of Chapter 4, Environmental Effects.  
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources, 
including invasive species impacts (Section 4.3.6) and impacts to wildlife 
(Section 4.3.2). 
 
Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, Transportation, evaluate potential impacts 
related to roads. Section 3.1.2 of the EIS states that there is off-highway 
vehicle use in the project area, and Section 4.1.2 analyzes the impacts of 
off-highway vehicle use as one of many recreational uses of the project 
area, including the Coronado National Forest. 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. 10  
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal and, 
therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 11 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable  
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range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment Nos. 2, 3, and 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comments. 2, 3, and 4, respectively, in the previous 
submittal from Trevor Hare and Family. 
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